Concordia University 
Faculty of Fine Arts Council 
Minutes of the Meeting of May 1, 1998 
Present: C. Jackson, (Chair); K. Adams, R. Anweiler, L. Berezowsky, I. Bubniuk, M. 
Corwin, P. Cousineau, A. Fairchild, B. Foss, G. Garvey, K. Griffin, N. Helms, 


B. Layne, L. Lerner, C. MacKenzie, E. Mongerson, S. Panet-Raymond, K. Perry, 
M. Reinhart, P. Rist 


Absent with apologies: 
J. Acland, R. Hale, L. Hughes, W. Krol, D. Pariser, L. Peterson 


Guests: E. Abitbol, J.-P. Duchesne 


Ls Approval of the Agenda 

The agenda was approved. 

2. Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of March 6, 1998 

P. Rist should be listed as absent with apologies. The minutes were then approved. 

Ds Business Arising from the Minutes 

There was no business arising from the minutes. 

4. Chair’s Remarks 

° The Dean offered his personal thanks to Lynn Hughes for serving as Acting Dean while he 


was on leave for three months. He also thanked the Faculty for allowing him this time on 
leave, and added that he was glad to be back. The following motion was then proposed: 


MOTION: (Jackson, Mongerson) 


“that Fine Arts Faculty Council wishes to express its sincere thanks to Lynn 
Hughes for serving as Acting Dean from January to March 1998.” 


CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 


° Budget cuts for 1998-99 have not yet been determined. Several options are being studied, 
in particular, the possibility of spreading these cuts over more than one year. The fact that 
the budget of the academic sector is less than 50% of the total university budget is 
Significant and needs to be re-dressed. On the positive side, after several years of cuts and 
vacant positions, the university is beginning to rebuild through new hiring. The quality of 
the new hires is impressive, and they will certainly improve the ongoing situation for 
several of the chronically understaffed departments. 


° The University is in the process of acquiring land upon which a new building (for Fine 
Arts and Engineering/Computer Science) will be built. Discussions between the two 
Faculties continue, along with the involvement of their respective Advisory Boards. 


° On June 10, 1998, the Faculty will hold a fundraising event/vernissage in the Leonard and 
Bina Ellen Art Gallery, the proceeds of which will go toward student bursaries. Tickets for 
the event are $20. 


° Both the CUPFA and CUFA Collective Agreements have recently been ratified. In the case 
of CUPPA, increased remuneration will require an increase to the Fine Arts budget or, in 
light of the budget situation, will result in a deficit for the Faculty. The Dean will be 
meeting with Senior Administration shortly to alert them to the potentially negative long 
term impact this will have upon the Faculty’s budget. 


5. Question Period 


As a follow up to the Dean’s last point, P. Rist suggested that all course offerings and timetabling 
be reviewed to correspond to the Collective Agreement’s remuneration scheme, which is based 
upon contact hours. 


K_ Griffin asked about the Task Force on Loyola Re-Vitalization and if there was any need for 
Fine Arts to be concerned about this report. The Dean explained that the Task Force had outlined 
five options in its report and had recommended approval of Option #1, which involves 
construction of a new facility and the consolidation of the Sciences at the Loyola Campus, along 
with several other programmes including Psychology and the Performing Arts. There are several 
other options outlined in the report - among them moving all of Fine Arts to Loyola (option #5 in 
the report), however, Option #1 is recommended and, therefore, favoured at this time. The Board 
of Governors will discuss the report at its May 20th meeting. 


C. MacKenzie asked if funds already collected by the Capital Campaign for graduate student 
awards could be released in 1998-99. She believes that we are losing excellent graduate students 
due to the limited amount of financial assistance that we are able to provide. The Dean will 
investigate and report back to Council. 


B. Layne mentioned that the Council of Graduate Studies was informed that these funds would not 
be available for disbursement for at least another four years. She also added that Fine Arts does 
comparatively well in terms of existing graduate awards, and noted that our representatives (Trevor 
Gould and Andy Dutkewych) have been very effective in terms of communicating important 
information back from the Awards Committee to our applicants, which ultimately benefits them 
during the selection process. R. Anweiler noted that teaching assistantships in Fine Arts are also 
very low in amount, compared to several other departments in the University. 


6. Proposed Student Charter of Rights (FFAC-98-05-01-D1) 


The Dean asked for comments on the above document which will then be forwarded to Senate for 
their meeting of May 29th, 1998. 


Members’ comments are organized below according to points in the proposed Student Charter of 


Rights: 
1.2 and 1.5 


25 


2.6 


21 


2.9 


4.1 


4.2 


a 


R. Anweiler noted that these two points seem to contradict one another, e.g. with 
respect to handicapped students. 


L. Berezowsky noted that for part time faculty “office hours” are not necessarily 
possible, as they do not have private offices. Instead, a reference to “availability” 
would be preferable. 


L. Lerner suggested that the phrase “in a reasonable way” be added to this point to 
make this less problematic. S. Panet-Raymond agreed that this point is dangerous, 
and could lead to a chaotic situation. 


R. Anweiler suggested that this point be expanded to include the student’s right to 
advising. 


Several members noted that points 2.2 and 2.4 seem to include the right to 
advising. R. Anweiller noted that these points refer more to mechanical issues and 
CARL, and wanted to reinforce the need for more advising/mentoring contact with 
faculty. As a result, it was proposed that this right be added to the list of 
responsibilities in 2.4 as 2.4 e). 


B. Layne noted that 2.7 would be difficult to implement for large courses. 


C. MacKenzie noted that the document seemed to be a mixture of rights and 
responsiblities, e.g. 2.9 is a responsibility, and suggested that the document be re- 
organized with this structure in mind, specifically indicating what is required by 
faculty members. Is it not just decency and common sense? 


L. Lerner noted that there are several problems raised by this point, among 
them their incompatibility with present Collective Agreements, and general 
issues of privacy and confidentiality of information. Presently, only the 
faculty member and the Chair have access to this information. 


L. Lerner noted that there are several problems raised by this point, again covered 
by respective Collective Agreements. Several members referred to previous 
attempts by CSU at Concordia, as well as student groups at McGill and OCA, to 
perform their own course evaluations, which were inaccurate and somewhat 
dangerous. C. MacKenzie noted that in a climate where the government wants to 
have tools for measuring performance, this can be particularly dangerous. It was 
suggested by several members that the students be encouraged to meet with the 
interested parties - CUPFA, CUFA and the Centre for Teaching and Learning to try 
to reach an agreement. 


N. Helms was concerned by the inclusion of students “under suspension from the 
University” within this definition, and asked that it be removed. 


In closing, S. Panet-Raymond questioned whether the parameters covered by the document had 
been checked by Legal Counsel, the unions and other affected groups. The Dean believed that 


these groups were all being consulted presently, and all feedback received would then be 
transmitted to Senate for its deliberations. Clearly, there seem to be some problems of a 
jurisdictional nature between this Proposed Charter and Collective Agreements and other university 


policies. 


ce CUFA Collective Agreement - Elections Committee (FFAC-98-05-01-D3) 


MOTION: (Panet-Raymond, Garvey) 


“that the following persons be appointed to the Elections Committee, in accordance with the 
CUFA Collective Agreement, for a two year term of office: 


Charles Ellison, Department of Music 
Thérése Chabot, Department of Studio Arts 
Brian Foss, Department of Art History 


CARRIED 
8. Modifications to Curriculum Change Process (FFAC-98-05-01-D4) 


The Dean asked Catherine MacKenzie in her capacity as Chair of the Academic Programmes 
Committee (APC) to introduce the document. 


C. MacKenzie then described some of the background that led to APC being asked to draft such a 
document. Within the document, the possibility of having Faculty Council delegate final approval 
for minor curriculum revisions to another sub-committee such as a Faculty Curriculum Committee 
is proposed. 


After a brief discussion, it was agreed that, at this time, Fine Arts Faculty Council had no interest 
in delegating its powers in the matter of curriculum to any other body. 


9. L’Université devant lavenir/Universities and the Future 
(FFAC-98-05-01-D2) 


The Dean introduced this document which has been prepared at the request of the Minister, 
Madame Pauline Marois, and which will ultimately lead to a government policy on universities. 
The University will be drafting a response, and will require the input of the Faculties in order to do 
so. He emphasized that Fine Arts must not be left out of this process, and that the Faculty must 
enusre that there is nothing within the report that would jeopardize the Fine Arts at Concordia or 
elsewhere in the Quebec network. In fact, there are several issues which would benefit from a 
separate and reasoned response from the Faculty of Fine Arts. He then summarized some of the 
global themes found in the document: 


° diversity of the university system - there are several types of university possible, e.g. 
undergraduate versus graduate, research universities, etc. 


° accessibility 


° teaching and support of students including: faculty workload, balance between teaching and 
research, support of students through advising/mentoring 


° overspecialization at the undergraduate level 


° relationship of CEGEP programmes to Universities 

° partnerships and research with industry including the role of universities in preparing 
graduates for the job market 

. collaboration within the University system 

° programme evaluation (appraisal) 

° accountability to the government and the public, including the development of performance 
indicators 


The Dean also noted that he had just received a second somewhat complementary report from the 
Conseil Supérieur de 1’Education, in which a new balance between research and teaching at 
universites is advocated. The Dean then opened the floor to discussion. 


Regarding the subject of performance indicators, G. Garvey asked what was included. In 
previous internal budget exercises at Concordia, some of the following factors have been used: 
revenue to expense ratios, research funding, faculty workload, etc. The government is also 
interested in graduation and retention rates as a measurement of performance and efficiency. 


P. Rist noted that the amount of government involvement in universities seems to be at question. 
He saw a trend toward making the university more like the CEGEP system, i.e. more directly 
government controlled. Currently, the type of autonomy that the University has retained is 
exemplified in our admissions procedures, in that acceptance to most of our programmes is not 
automatic upon completion of CEGEP, and involves specialized interview and portfolio 
procedures. 


C. MacKenzie viewed pages 17 to 19 of the report as the most critical for the Faculty (and the 
University as a whole) to address, as they establish the crux of the government’s position. In her 
opinion, the “public” which is referred to frequently in the report, is a fiction; the existence of this 
“public” must be debunked. She agreed that the government is seeking increased intervention in 
the university, and suggested that in its response Fine Arts demonstrate the degree to which it is 
integrated into the community and serves the public. As examples, she cited the Advisory Boards, 
and several scholarships and prizes that have been endowed by individuals who believe in the 
Faculty’s reputation. She concurred that it would be very advisable for the Faculty to draft its own 
response to the report, in order to better establish its distinctive position. The Dean added that in 
many ways Fine Arts is in a better position than the rest of the University, having substantial 
community support, and this type of response could be serve several other purposes as well. 


S. Panet-Raymond informed Council that at the request of the government, the Dance programmes 
at Concordia and UQAM have recently begun meeting with CEGEP colleagues to discuss the 
integration of the “DEC techniques” students into university programmes. These programmes are 
presently under the Ministry of Culture and involve private training, along the lines of the 
conservatoires. The government is trying to ensure that graduates of these programmes can enter 
universities at an intermediate level. S. Panet-Raymond is hesitant to become involved as no 
studies have been done on these students and, in addition, there seem to be several other important 
issues to be discussed, which again relate to autonomy of the university, and the way in which our 


students are viewed. The government seems to be creating a group of disgruntled students in 
maintaining the DEC techniques programmes. 


G. Garvey also agreed that Fine Arts should author its own document. This way the portrayal of 
Fine Arts will prevail in perception. The way in which issues have been identified gives us an 
opportunity to portray ourselves from a position of strength, and leverage our own involvement in 
the area of technology. 


L. Lerner noted that increased government intervention on the Board is also suggested; she 
cautioned against this, given the experience of the museum boards when similar actions were 


taken. 


S. Panet-Raymond thought it important that Fine Arts review “with vigilance” any university-wide 
response that is to be prepared. She also asked what was the route for information to be returned to 


the Minister. 

The Dean described some of the background to this document. Approximately one year ago, the 

Minister had established three committees - one on financing, one to perform programme reviews 
(CUP), and this last one which will lead to a new government policy for universities. There will 

be a consultation in the Fall - during which Madame Marois will also visit the University. 


A. Fairchild reminded members that, in Ontario, government policies were implemented without 
consultation. It is very important that we take the opportunity to respond. 


The following motions was then proposed: 
MOTION: (Garvey, Mongerson) 


“that the Faculty of Fine Arts will prepare its own response to L’Université devant 
Pavenir.” 


CARRIED 
MOTION: (MacKenzie, Garvey) 


“that the Deans and Chairs will act as a steering group to produce the response, which will 
be brought to the first meeting of Council in September 1998.” 


CARRIED 


10. Adjournment 


The meeting was then adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


S. McLeod 
May 25, 1998 


